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RESEARCH MEMORANDUM 

INVESTIGATION OF A TEIAILING-EDGE PADDLE-CONTROL SURFACE 
ON A TRIANGULAR WING OF ASPECT RATIO 2 AT 
SUBSONIC AND SUPERSONIC SPEEDS 

I 

By Louis H. Ball 
SUMMARY 


Presented herein are the results of an experimental- investigation 
of external airfoils, known as paddle-control surfaces, as the longitu- 
dinal control device on a triangular wing of aspect ratio 2. The lift, 
drag, pitching moment, and hinge moment were obtained for Mach numbers 
of 0 . 60 , 0 . 80 , 0 . 90 , 1 . 20 , 1 . 30 , 1 . 50 j 1 -TO, and I .90 at a constant 
Reynolds number of 3.0 X 10®, for angles of attack from about to I 8 ® 
and for paddle-control deflections from approximately 4° to -l6°. 

Examination of the control-surface characteristics of the paddle 
control and comparison of the control-surface parameters with a con- 
ventional tralling-edge unbalanced flap having the same area 
revealed the following results; 

No unusual variations were noted in the pitching-moment or hinge- 
moment characteristics throughout the speed range tested. The pitching- 
moment effectiveness of the paddle control at subsonic speeds was con- 
siderably less than that of the unbalanced flap. At supersonic speeds, 
the pitching-moment effectiveness of the paddle control was less than 
that of the unbalanced flap at Mach numbers below 1.50j whereas, above 
a Mach number of 1.50^ the effectiveness of the two types of controls 
corresponded closely. The results showed that material reductions in 
the hinge-moment parameters, Cjig and Cj]^, were realized with the paddle 
control. There was little effect of Mach number on these hin ge-moment 
parameters . 

The use of the paddle control resulted in increases in the minimum 
drag coefficient throughout the speed range investigated. 
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INTRODUCTION 


As part of— a continuing experimental progrera to find, methods to 
reduce the control moments of trailing-edge controls on high-speed air- 
craft, an external airfoil control surface vas tested in the Ames 6- 
hy 6-foot supersonic vind tunnel. Previous tests (ref. l) have shown 
that the use of an external airfoil, called a paddle, as a balancing 
device in combination vith a trailing-edge flap provided substantial 
reductions in the hinge moments due to control deflections at supersonic 
speeds. A study of these data indicated that such a paddle could be 
used as the primary longitudinal-control device and, by virtue of the 
interaction between the control and the wing, could be designed to have 
small hinge moments at both subsonic and supersonic speeds. 

The present investigation was undertaken, therefore, to provide 
Information on the control characteristics of the paddle control. 


SYMBOIS 


wing span, ft 


Cd 

^Do 

Ch 

Cl 

Cm 

Cm§ 

% 


local wing chord measured parallel to plane of symmetry, ft 

c dy 

wing mean aerodynamic chord, , ft 

rh/s 


drag coefficient. 


drag 

q.S 


minimum drag coefficient 
hinge-moment coefficient, 

lift 


c dy 


hinge moment 

2mA 


lift coefficient, 


qS 


pitching-moment coefficient about the 35~P®rcent point of the 
wing mean aerodynamic chord, pitchlng^moment 

qSc 

control pitching-moment-effectiveness parameter for constant angle 
of attack, -r-^, measured at 6 = 0°, per deg 

control lift-effectiveness parameter for constant angle of attack, 
measured at 8=0°, per deg 

S8 
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rate of change of hinge-moment coefficient with change in con- 
trol deflection for constant angle of attack, measured at 

8 = 0°, per deg ^ 

rate of change of hinge-moment coefficient with change in angle 
of attack for constant angle of control deflection, 
measured at ot, *= 0°, per deg ^ 

length of body Including portion removed to accommodate sting, ft 

Mach number 

first moment of area of exposed flap area aft of hinge line of 
the imbalanced flap,i ft® (see ref, l) 

free-stream dynamic pressure, Ib/sq ft 

2 

Reynolds number, based on mean aerodynamic chord 
maximum body radius, ft 

wing area, including area within body, sq. ft 

velocity of free stream, ft /sec 

longitudinal distance from nose of body, ft 

distance perpendicular to vertical plane of symmetry, ft 

angle of attack of wing chord line, deg 

angle between wing chord and control' chord measured in a plane 
perpendicular to the control hinge line, positive for downward 
deflection with respect to the wing, deg 

mass density of air, slugs/cu ft 


Subscript 


n nominal control angle 


^In order that the hinge-moment coefficients of the paddle control and 
the unbalanced flap could be compared, the hinge-moment coefficients 
of the paddle control were computed using the moment of area of the 
unbalanced flap of reference 1. 
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APPARATUS AND MODEL 


The Ames 6- by 6-foot supersonic vlnd tunnel In which this investi- 
gation was conducted is a closed-return, variable-pressure wind tunnel 
with a Mach number range from 0.60 to O.90 and from 1.20 to 2 . 00 . Fur- 
ther Information on this wind tunnel can be f ovmd in reference 2 . 

The model consisted of a wing-fuselage combination employing a wing 
of triangular plan form of aspect ratio 2 symmetrically mounted on the 
fuselage . The wing had NACA 0005-63 airfoil sections in streamwise 
planes. 

The paddle control consisted of- two sharp-edge rectangular surfaces 
(fig. 1). One of the paddles was positioned above and the other was 
positioned below the trailing edge of the right wing by a pair of struts 
which attached the paddles rigidly together and positioned each paddle 
1.30 Inches from the chord plane of the wing. The struts were pivoted 
about an axis in the chord plane of the wing which corresponded to the 
30-percent -chord line of the paddles as a means of obtaining veirlous 
deflection angles. When the control was undeflected, the trailing 
edges of the two paddles were in the same plane as the wing trailing 
edge. The streamwise airfoil section of the paddles was a half circular 
arc with the convexity on the side opposite to the wing. The maximum 
thickness-chord ratio was approximately 5 percent at the 50-Percent 
chord. The area of the two paddles combined equalled approximately 
lij- percent of the area of the right wing panel including that portion 
enclosed within the body. 

The wing and paddle control were of solid steel construction. The 
body had a fineness ratio of 12,5 based on the length including that 
portion shown dotted in figure 1. 

The forces and moments on the model were measured by an electrical 
strain-gage balance. Paddle -control hinge moments were measured by an 
electrical strain gage mounted within the wing. 


TEST AND PROCEDURE 


The aerodynamic characteristics of the model as a function of angle 
of attack were investigated for a range of Mach numbers from O.60 to 
0.90 and from 1.20 to I.90. The data presented were obtained at a 
Reynolds niomber of 3.0 x 10 ® . Lift, drag, pitching -moment, and hinge- 
moment measurements were made at constant paddle -control deflections for 
angles of attack from ^out to .18° . The paddle-control deflections 
were varied from to -I6®. In some instances, the full range of 
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angles of attack was not obtained because of structural limitations or 
other difficulties. 


Reduction of Data 


The test data have been reduced to standard NACA coefficient form. 
The pitching moments vere calculated abont an axis at 35 percent of 
the mean aerodynamic chord. A complete discussion of the methods used 
in reducing the wind-tunnel data to coefficient form and the various 
corrections applied to the results may be found in reference 1 and 
only brief mention will be made here. 

The data obtained in the Ames 6- by 6-foot supersonic wind tunnel 
have been corrected for the following factors: 

1. Induced effects of the tunnel walls at subsonic speeds result- 
ing from lift on the model. 

2 . The change in the airspeed in the vicinity of the model at sub- 
sonic speeds resulting from the constriction of the flow by the tunnel 
walls . 

3. The pressure at the base of the model at supersonic and sub- 
sonic speeds being affected by the support interference. To account 
partially for this effect, the base pressiire was measured and the drag 
coefficient was adjusted to correspond to that in which the base pres- 
sure would be equal to the fi;ee-stream static pressure, 

4 . The longitudinal force on the model at subsonic and supersonic 
speeds due to the streamwise variation of the static pressure as meas- 
ured in the empty test section. 

A survey of the 6- by 6-foot wind tunnel also indicated nonuni- 
formities of the air stream in the pitch plane of the model equiveilent 
to a stream angle of as much as 0.10°. No correction to the data was 
made for this effect. 


Precision 


The uncertainties involved in determining dynamic pressure and in 
measuring forces with the strain-gage balance are described in refer- 
ence 3 » The following table lists the uncertainty introduced into each 
corrected coefficient by the known uncertainties in the measurements : 
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Quantity 


Uncertainty 


Lift coefficient ±0.002 

Drag coefficient ±»001 

Pitcliing-moinent coefficient ±.002 
Hinge-moment coefficient ±.004 

Mach number ±.01 

Reynolds number ■ ±.03 X 

Angle of . attack ±.10° 

Flap deflection angle ±,25° 


10 ® 


RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 


The results of the inyestigation of the paddle control are pre- 
sented in tabuleir form for. the complete range of test variables in 
table I. The data presented in the tab 1^ are for^ihe-jno^el equipped 
with a paddle control on the right wing panel. For the purpose of 
analysis, a representative portion of the data is presented in graphical 
form. 


Figure 2 shows the variation of the pitching-mom_e,nt and the hinge- 
moment coefficients with paddle-control deflection for given angles of 
attack and with angle of attack for given paddle-cohtrol deflections. 
Only the data for the..r^res^tative Mach numbers of 0,60, 0,90, 1.30, 
and 1.90 are presented. The resulis shown in figure 2 are for deflec- 
tions of the paddle control on the right wing panel. The data reveal 
no unusual veiriations of the pitching-moment and the hinge-moment coef- 
ficients with either angle of attack or angle of deflection throughout 
the speed range of these tests. 

The pltching-moment-effectlveness parameter, Cm^, the hinge-moment 
parameters, Chg and Cj]^, and the minimum-drag coefficient of the paddle 
control are presented as functions of Mach number in figure 3* J’or pur- 
poses of compsurlson, the corresponding data for the imbalanced flap 
configuration of reference 1 are also presented in figure 3» Although 
data were obtained for. the_. paddle control on only the right wing panel, 
the results, as presented in figure. 3/ Bjre for the deflection of a con- 
trol on both wing panels. . ' 

The pitching-moment effectiveness of the paddle control was less 
than the unbalanced flap~at all speeds tested below a Mach number of 
I. 5 O; whereas, above the Mach number 1*50^ "the effectiveness of the 
two types of controls comresponded closely. The marked loss in pitching- 
moment effectiveness, Cm^, of the paddle control from that shown for the 
unbalanced flap at subsonic speeds may be advantageous in reducing the 
sensitivity of the longitudinal control in this speed range. The reduced 


NACA RM A53K20 


7 


effectiveness of the paddle control at subsonic speeds is believed due 
to the absence of the additional lift induced on the forward portion 
of the wing by the hinged flap. The decrease in effectiveness exhibited 
by the paddle control at supersonic speeds below a Mach number of I .50 
Is brought about as a result of the shock-expansion interference 
between the paddles and the wing. This principle has been discussed 
previously in reference 1 and will be only briefly related here. At 
negative control deflections the lower surface of the upper paddle 
propagates expansion waves which impinge on the wing surface. The 
resulting increase in lift on the wing, being of the opposite sign to 
that carried by the paddle due to control deflection, effects a net 
reduction in the lift effectiveness, Clq, of the paddle control and, 
thereby, the pitching-moment effectiveness of the control. The paddle 
mounted on the lower surface of the wing acts in an analogous manner 
by virtue of the compression wave emitted from its upper surface. At 
Mach nvimbers above I.50, the paddle control was so located that the 
shock waves emanating from the paddles do not strike the wing surface. 
Therefore, at these Mach numbers, the pitching-moment effectiveness of 
the two types of controls corresponded closely. 

The preceding discussion must be acknowledged to be a simplification 
of the flow phenomena involved. However, it is believed to describe the 
primary cause for the differences in pitching-moment effectiveness 
between the paddle control and the unbalanced flap. 

The primary advantage of the paddle control over the flap -type con- 
trol is evident in the hinge-moment characteristics. An examination of 
figure 3 shows that material reductions are realized for both of the 
hinge-moment parameters, and from that noted for the unbal- 

anced flap throu^out the speed range investigated. Figure 3 also shows 
that there is little effect of Mach number on the hinge-moment parameters 
of the paddle control. The small values of noted for this control 

can be attributed primarily to the Influence of the wing surface which 
causes the effective incidence of the paddles to be essentially the 
same throu^out the angle-of -attack range of the tests. This Influence 
of the wing on the paddles is consistent with the results of reference 1 
which showed that the addition of a paddle balance to a conventional 
tralllng-edge unbalanced flap had little effect on Cho_ of the unbal- 
anced control. Since this phenomenon is essentially independent of 
speed, is unaffected by Mach nvmiber (see fig. 3)* The reduction 

noted in C^g was due in part to the aerodynamic balance Incorporated 
in the paddle control. The small effect of Mach number on Cjjg Is not 
clearly -understood. It would be expected that there would he an effect 
of Mach niimher on the hinge moment due to flap deflection because of 
the rearward shift in the center of pressure of the load on the control 
surface with increasing Mach n-umber. It Is somewhat surprising that 
this effect is not evident in the hinge-moment results. 
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The hinge-moment advantages of the paddle control vere obtained 
with a penalty in the drag charaeteristicB, as shown In figure 3* The 
results show that the paddle control exhibited higher minimum drag 
coefficients than the unbalanced flap throughout the speed range tested. 
It is of interest to note that, though the drag Increment is fairly 
large, considerable Improvement in the drag characteristics was realized 
for the paddle control of the present investigation over the paddle 
balance of reference 1 by reducing the paddle thickness. 


COWCLOSICJNS 


Tests were made of a model equipped with a trailing-edge paddle- 
control device to determine its control characteristics at subsonic and 
supersonic speeds. The results were compared with the control character- 
istics of the imbalanced, trailing-edge flap of reference 1. Examina- 
tion of the results revealed the following significant features: 

1. The pitching-moment and hinge-moment characteristics of the 
psiddle control showed no outstanding nonlinearities for the entire speed 
range studied. 

2. The paddle control exhibited a smaller control effectiveness 

at subsonic speeds and at supersonic speeds below a Mach number of 1.50* 
Above the Mach number I .50 the effectiveness of the two types of controls 
corresponded closely. 

3 . The hinge-moment parameters, Chg and of the paddle control 

were considerably smaller than those of the unbalanced flap and were 
little affected by Mach number. 

4. The paddle control increased the minimum drag throughout the 

speed range tested. . .. 


Ames Aeronautical Laboratory 

Nationeil Advisory Committee for Aeronautics 
Moffett Field, Calif., Nov. 20, I 953 
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TABLE I.-. AERODYNAMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF A TRIANGULAR WING EQUIPPED 
WITH A PADDLE CONTROL. DATA FOR ONE PADDLE CONTROL. 

R = 3*0x10® - Contiaued 

(c) Nominal & = -4° 



(d) Nominal S = -8° 


K 

a 

Cl 

Or 

C. 

Ch 

6 

i.tio 


-0.227 

0.0183 

Q .027 

O.C>t3 

-6.0 



-.133 

.0155 

•oci 

.ou 

-8.0 


-l.S 

-.006 

.0126 

.018 

.OM 

-8.0 



-.063 

.0121 

.CIT 

.QU 

-6.0 



-.021 

J3U4 


.els 

^.1 


i.oa 

.003 

.0117 

.ote 

-6.1 


2^ 


.0130 

.012 

*o4e 

-6-1 



.142 

J5178 

.006 

.(Al 

-8.1 


6.2S 

.S4l 

.0292 

.od 

.o*s 

-8.1 


6.33 

.3>)2 

.0503 

-.003 

JJ45 

-8.0 


10.43 

la.^ 

:SI 

.ofTS? 

.1174 

0 

-.001 

.045 

.045 

- 8.0 

-8.0 


iVjSs 

.646 

.1635 

.2242 

-.004 

.047 

-6.0 


lfi-79 


-.005 

.0t9 

.8.0 


W^3 

.2^90 

-.005 

.015 

-6.0 

0^ 

-4,21 

-.240 

.0166 

.031 

.054 

. 8.0 


-2.10 

-llK> 

.0I6V 

U3E4 

.058 

-8.0 


-1.05 


.0135 

.021 

.05B 

-6.0 


-.5L 

-J166 

.0127 

^cas 


-6.0 



-U323 

.OUB 

.xn6 

.051 

-8.0 


U02. 


.0120 

.015 

.051 

-8.0 


2.09 

.051 

- - - 

.012 

.051 

. 8.0 



.150 

- — — 

.061 

.091 

.8.0 


6.27 

.9^ 

.0326 

-UM2 

.050. 

-6.0 


8.39 


.05*7 


.052 

-6.0 


10.50 

.4^ 

.OfflA 

-.002 

.055 

- 7.9 


12 .8G 

-5S3 

.1260 

.014 

.051 

-T.9 


U.T5 

.S75 

.1770 

.021 

■X 

.8.0 


16.96 

.786 

.6372 

-.026 

-8.0 


lT.9>t 

. 8 V 3 

.2708 

-.034 

.04x 

-8.0 

0.90 


-.263 

.0308 

.040 

.033 

^-9 


-1.99 

_ » » 

.0160 

- _ - 

.059 

- 7.9 


-i.o6 

... 

.0161 

.026 

.061 

- 7.9 



-.075 

.0150 

.023 

.062 

-T.9 


.46 

-.026 

.01^ 

*020 

.061 

-T-9 


i.oe 

-.002 

.0142 

.Olfl 

.061 

- 7.9 


2.10 

.092 

“ ^ “ 

•oi4 

-058 

- 7.9 


a 

Cl 


Cm 

Cl 

5 

H 

a 

Cl 

Ob 

Cm 

Ch 

& 

4.17 

o.i£o 

0.0232 

04)0* 

0-05T 

-7.9 

1-50 

*4)8 

o.iVr 

0-0772 

-o.u* 

0.072 

-7-6 

6.30 

.268 

J338k 

-.003 

.056 

-7-9 


603 

.235 

.0*0* 

-4Q0 

.073 

-7.6 

e.te 


.0666 

-.008 

-0/SL 

-T.9 

-T.9 


6.19 

•3BL 

•05^ 

-.041 

4378 

-T.6 

10.57 

•0970 

-4316 

-05fl 



.iS 

.*83 

.0^ 

-.054 

-.067 

J363 

.068 

-T-T 

-7.6 


12.29 

.1159 

.*.09 


•0330 


41BS 

-7.6 


1*.35 

-5£s 

.1386 

-.076 

.064 

-7.T 

-2.03 

-J39 

.oesi 

.000 

-T.8 


16. So 

.595 

J9*9 

-.068 

.099 

-7.7 

-.10 

-.063 

.0190 

.065 

.062 

-7.8 






4)0* 


-M 

-.058 

.0181 

.001 

.061 

-7.6 

1.70 

-4,07 

-.180 

.0290 

4337 

-7.T 

.50. 

-009 

-<ai9 

4)13 

.079 

-T.C 


-2.02 

- JJH. 

•0203 

.024 

.0^ 

-7.7 

1.04 

.016 

.<*179 

.000 

4178 

-7-6 


-.99 

-.061 

•CL7T 

.UB 

.063 

^.7 

2.03 

.066 

*oei2 

0 

.orr 

-7.6 


-.*T 

-.042 

.(068 

*ni5 

.061 

-T.7 

4.06 

J.72 

4ieSL 

-J3lS 


-7.6 


.51 

-.004 


.009 

.061 

-7.T 

6.15 

.279 

.0*38 

-4136 

-on 

-7.6 


1.03 

4nfi 

.0166 

.005 

.06I 

-T-T 

8.21 

.3S3 

.oen 

-.054 

.00* 

-?.£ 


2.02 

SI 

.0190 

-.001 

.060 

-T.7 

10 .27 

.M9 

.0968 

-4)69 

.004 

-7.6 


4.07 

•Q2S 

-.013 

4)00 

-7-7 

IS .3^ 

.607 

-1395 

-.090 

.001 

-7.6 


6.L8 

JOl 

.0375 

-025 

jo6a 

-7.7 



8U.T 

.268 

48*8 

-.036 

-058 

-7.7 

■JiM 


4)3*3 

.04? 

4)63 

-7.6 


10 .21 


.0fj£9 

.050 

-T.T 





-2.02 

-.123 

4ie*i 

•033 

-079 

-7.6 


la.aS 

•is 

.lo*s 

-486 

X 

-T^ 

-IkOO 

-.075 

•0211 

.022 

.061 

-7.6 


14.31 

.*98 

.136* 

-.0«5 

-7.6 

—51 

-.002 

.0202 

.015 

JJT9 

-7.6 


16.37 
17 -4o 

.5£9 

.17*8 

-.0T8 

X 

-7-8 

-.51 

-.006 

-0195 

.0^ 

.<rr£ 

-7-6 


.600 

•19*9 

-.075 

-7-8 

1.04 


.0201 

4)oe 

4JJ6 

-7.6 






4)90 


2.03 

.066 

4ES1 

0 

.075 

-7.6 

1.90 

-4-06 

-.161 

.0870 

.030 

-T-a 

>14)8 

.160 


-.016 

.072 

-7-T 


-2.01 

-.090 

.ca^ 

.020 

•055 

-7.8 

£.1>> 

•OT 

-.OS 

4JJ* 

-7.6 


-•s 

-.05* 

.UTS 

*C£L4 

-055 

-7.8 

a.Bo 


•0656 

-4)*7 

4TT6 

-7.6 


-.47 

-U136 

.0171 

.012 


-7-8 

in.flA 

.09*1 

-.OfiS 

.073 

-7.7 


.31 

-.003 

4a00 

.007 

-7-8 

12.32 

•537 

«1£91 

-.075 

.073 

-7.6 


1-03 

.017 

.0X70 

•004 


-7.6 

1V.3J 

-865 

J.7D* 

-.088 

.068 

-7-T 


2.01 

J35L 

.0193 

.^5 


.054 

-7.8 




4.06 

aai 

-.011 

.054 

-T-S 

-4.07 

-.202 

•0311 

.043 

4ns 

-7.6 


£.30 

aso 

-0331 


.053 

-7-8 

-2.02 

--111 

.0250 

.026 

.ctr« 

-T.6 


8.14 

.839 

•0505 

-.031 

.052 

-T-e 


-.068 

-.o4t 

.QQM 

.0174 

.021 

.018 

.075 

.075 

-7.6 

-7.6 


10.19 

12-23 

.325 

.0700 

419*3 


.051 

-7.8 

-7.0 




•54 

-JX7 

.0170 

-Oil 

.074 

-7.6 


i*.se 

.I£31 

-.052 

-7.6 

1.04 

•017 

•<a7T 

.006 

.07* 

-7.6 


i£-33 

-906 

a50S 

-.057 

.048 

-T-9 

2.0B 

.063 

.03:98 

.001 

.078 

-7-6 


17.36 

.530 

.1700 

-.059 

.04l 

-7.9 
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TABLE I.- AERODmMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF A TRIAIfGUIAR WING EQUIPPED 
WITH A PADDLE CONTROL. DATA FOR ONE PADDLE CONTROL. 

R = 3 • 0X10^ - Concluded 

(e) Nominal 8 = -12° 




0.063 -oa,o 0.90 
.008 -12.0 

.077 -12.0 
.057 -12.0 
.057 -02.0 

, a !6 - 12.0 1.20 
.0^ ^.1 
.0^ -12a. 

M}>i - 12,1 
- 12.1 
.ovt - 12.1 
. 05 * - 12.1 
.057 - 12.0 
.058 - 12.0 
.057 -12.0 

.062 - 12.0 

M60 - 12.0 

.05? -12.0 1.30 


-11.8 1.50 

- 11.6 
- 11.8 
- 11.8 
- 11.8 
- 11.8 


0.006 0 . 07 * -11.8 

-.001 .08* -11.8 

-.003 .081 -11.7 

-.010 .098 -U.7 

.100 - 11.6 
.Id -U .6 

.103 -11.5 
.102 -11.5 

.101 - 13 . .6 

.100 - 11.6 


m 

.101 

-U.6 

•11.? 


liS 


.10% 

-11.3 


2418 

.100 

-11.6 


*.75 





6.13 

.003 

.09% 

-11.6 


eas 

.03^ 

.09% 

-11.6 


10.23 

.086 


^IX.6 


12.26 


•095 

-11.6 


1*.33 

.d6 

.093 

-11.6 


16.3? 

.012 

.092 

-11.6 


17.*1 

.00% 


-11.6 



'.012 

\ -U.6 

1*90 

-*.C5 

-.0S6 

1 .066 

! -11.6 


-240. 

-.o4e 

.oftr 

-U.6 


-?? 

-UJ?T 


-U.7 


-.*7 


1 .063 

1 -11.7 


-51 

-.00% 

.076 

-n.T 

[ 

1.03 
1 2.01 

;o^ 

1 .066 

1 -U.6 


1 *4)6 

.067 

' -11.6 


6.10 

.02T 

.067 

-11.6 


8.15 

.02% 

.086 

-11.6 


10.1? 

.017 

«09» 

-11.6 


12.2* 

1 .013 

.092 

-11.6 


1*.28 

16-33 





17-36 


0.009 

-.009 


-1X.6 

-J1.6 

-.023 

.06% 

^.6 

-.036 

.00% 

-U.6 

-.09a 

.079 

-11.7 

-.063 

.OT8 

-11.7 

-.079 

.067 

-U.0 

-.069 

.06ft 

-11.0 

.0%2 

.093 

-11.9 

u>30 

.092 

•^.6 

.023 

.091 

-11.6 

•000 

.<90 

-11.0 

.01% 


•U.6 

.ou 

.0^ 

-U.0 

.005 


-11.0 

-.007 

.009 

-U.6 

-.019 

.c6S 

-11^ 

-.030 

.066 

-11.6 

-.0%l 

*007 

-11.6 

-.092 

.00% 

-11.6 

-.061 

.077 

-U-7 

-.069 

.071 

-U.7 

-.073 

.009 

-il.7 



-U.T 

-U.7 

.019 

.003 

-11.7 

.016 

.003 

-U.7 

.OU 

.003 

-U.7 


.002 

.002 

-U.T 

-U.7 

-.007 

.002 

-U.T 

-.06 

.062 

-U.T 

-.026 

.060 

-U.7 


.07y 

.on 

-U.7 

-U.T 

-.0%? 

.0^ 

-U.0 

-.093 

.06% 

-11.3 

-.096 

.069 
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Figure 2.- The variation of the pitching -moment and the hinge-moment coefficients with paddle- 
control deflection and with angle of attack. Data for one paddle control. R*3.0 x !0^. 
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Figure 2 . - Continued, 
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parameter, (^^the hinge-moment parameters,Ch^,and Ci^,and the minimum drag 
coefficient, c^^for the unbalanced flap and the paddle-control configurations. 
Data for ttro flops. 
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